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Manufacturing Milk Prices
In Tennessee and Other Areas
IRVING DUBOV
Associate Agricultural Economi~t
I. INTRODUCTION
Dairying is an important source of income for the farm
economy of Tennessee. In 1957, cash receipts from farm market-
ings of dairy products in the state amounted to $77,555,000-
16.8 percent of the $462,020,000 realized from all sources. In
1958, the sale of dairy products by Tennessee farmers brought in
$74,943,000 or 15.3 percent of that year's total of $488,769,000.1
The figures cited reflect receipts from milk sold for all utili-
zaltJions-for a variety of manuf'wCltureddairy produCits rusweU as for
fluid milk products. Estimates of the utilization of the Tennessee
milk supply for the years 1948-58 are given in Table 1. These
figures are only approximate; they do not take into account
inshipments and outshipments of fluid milk and cream. The data
do suggest, however, that dairy manufacturing is an important
utilization outlet for milk produced in the State. The average
estimate of the milk supply utilized in manufactured dairy products
(excluding farm-churned cream) during the ll-year period shown
is over 45 percent.
Cheese, evaporated milk, and creamery butter have been the
main utilizations of manufacturing grade milk in Tennessee (Table
2). It may be expected that some portion of the butter output is
a by-product from other utilizations.2 So, the two most important
utilizations of manufacturing milk in Tennessee are cheese and
evaporated milk.
In view of the importance of these outlets, producers and
processors are naturally concerned with prices paid by dairy plants
manufacturing cheese and evaporated milk. One important point
'U. S. Agricultural Marketing Service, The Farm Income Situation, FIS-175, September, 1959,
p. 50.
'The average annual fat-test of milk produced in Tennessee has been between 4.2 and 5.0
percent. This means that cheese plants and evaporated milk plants will average about 0.8
pound excess butterfat per hundredweight of milk received over their raw product requirements.
This extra fat is separated as cream that is eventually churned into butter.
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Table 1. Estimated Utilization of Tennessee Milk SupplYI 1948-58.
Consumed Retailed Milk
Total milk as fluid Used for by equivalent Amount
Total supply milk or farm farmers of manufac- used for
production Fed to for human cream on churned as milk tured daily fluid milk
on farms calves consumption farms butter and cream products' products·
Year (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Million Pounds
1948 -_ ..---------_ ...... __ .... 2,196 35 2,161
1949 ......... -- ............... 2,288 37 2,251
1950 ....... ------.-.-- ........ 2,329 40 2,289
1951 ......... - ............... 2,311 44 2,267
1952 .......................... 2,294 42 2,252
0') 1953 ............ __ ............ 2,421 42 2,379
1954 - .........-- .............. 2,416 43 2,373
1955 ......... -..... - ...... --_. 2,397 41 2,356
1956 ...................... ---. 2,493 42 2,451
1957 - ........... --_. 2,497 42 2,455
1958 --- ............. 2,391 38 2,353
431 397 81 985 779
417 374 80 1,008 869
431 363 80 969 957
434 344 76 893 1,030
425 302 70 921 1,029
397 277 62 1,137 965
402 258 60 1,094 1,021
386 233 53 1,070 1,053
392 208 45 1,168 1,075
363 193 35 1,206 1,056
359 166 33 1,137 1,050
farms and amounts retailed by farmers as milk and cream.
Percent
used for
manufac-
tured daily
productsCd
(9)
Percent
used for
fluid milk
products·
(l0)
Percent
45.6 36.0
44.8 386
423 41.8
39.4 45.4
40.9 45.7
47.8 40.6
46.1 430
45.4 44.7
47.7 43.9
49.1 430
483 446
'Corrected for duplications.
bIn eludes amounts consumed as fluid milk or cream on
cExcludes farm-separated butter.
dPercent of total milk supply for human consumption.
Sources: Columns (1). (2). (4), (5), (6); U.S. Agricultural Marketing Service, Dairy Statistics, Statistical Bulletin No. 21 , October 1957, p.34
Milk, Farm Production, Disposition and Income, 1957-58, April 1959, pp. 6-7, 10-11.
Column (3); Column (1) minus Column (2).
Column (7); U. S. Agricultural Marketing Service, Production of Manufactured Dairy Products, Annual Issues.
Column (8); Column (3) minus Columns (5) and (7).
Column (9); Column (7) divided by Column (3).
Column (10); Column (8) divided by Column (3).
Table 2. Utilization of Tennessee Manufacturing Milk Supply, 1948-58.
Evaporated Condensed Ice cream
Cheese milk (un- milk (un- Dry and other Other
Creamery Other than sweetened) sweetened) whole frozen milk Dupli- Net
Year butter American American case bulk milk products products Total cations total
Thousand pounds
1948 ...... __ .................. 236,444 337,650 25,775 272;400 825 159,659 955 1,033,708 48,676 985,032
1949 ... -.-------- ..--------_.- 242,067 377,175 26,825 257,650 2,705 148,773 2,364 1,057,559 49,521 1,008,038
1950 ............ __ ............ 219,489 354,900 25,825 259,925 75 3,818 150,113 3,114 1,017,259 47,941 969,318
1951 ...... -.---- ....._-------- 185,311 313,350 25,450 259,175 850 148,136 4,477 936,749 44,087 892,662
1952 .--_ ...................... 165,911 301,150 31,350 303,725 625 157,931 4,205 964,897 43,901 920,996
1953 ...... - .... - ...-.-.------- 252,756 388,825 43,075 316,550 10,325 170,114 8,114 1,189,759 52,264 1,137,495
1954 ..._--_. __ ._-_ ...._------- 204,511 349,625 59,850 337,300 9,050 176,387 8,364 1,145,087 51,343 1,093,744
1955 ............... - ..--- ..... 182,400 334,400 63,325 313,225 21,750 15,205 180,159 9,905 1,120,369 50,831 1,069,538
1956 .-----------.------------ 205,909 355,000 66,450 344,800 32,025 12,682 192,250 13,432 1,222,548 54,327 1,168,221
-:] 1957 .......................... 192,449 417,300 66,600 339,050 43,200 68 191,773 14,000 1,264,440 58,540 1,205,900
1958 ........ -- .....----- ...... 167,818 332,608 70,072 368,650 47,725 190,091 13,000 1,189,964 53,324 1,136,640
Percent"
1948 ................. -----_ ... 22.87 32.67 2.49 26.35 .08 15.45 .09 100.00
1949 ......... --- ..----_ ....... 22.89 3566 2.54 24.36 .26 14.07 .22 100.00
1950 ....--_ ................ -.- 21.58 34.88 2.54 25.54 .01 .38 14.76 .31 10000
1951 ..-_ ........... ---------_. 19.78 33.45 2.72 27.67 .09 15.81 .48 10000
1952 ........ --------_ ......... 17.19 31.22 3.24 31.49 .06 16.37 .43 10000
1953 .......................... 21.24 32.68 3.62 26.61 .87 14.30 .68 100.00
1954 ......... --- ..-----.------ 17.86 3053 523 29.46 .79 1540 .73 100.00
1955 ............ __ ......... --- 16.28 29.85 5.65 27.96 1.94 1.36 16.08 .88 10000
1956 .......----- ..------------ 16.84 29.03 5.44 2820 2.62 1.04 15.73 1.10 10000
1957 ............ __ ............ 15.22 33.00 527 26.81 3.42 .01 15.17 1.11 100.00
1958 ....--_ .._-- ..------------ 14.10 2795 5.89 30.98 4.01 1597 1.09 100.00
"Percent of total unadjusted for duplications.
Source: U.S. Agricultural Marketing Service, Production of Manufactured Dairy Products, Annual Issues.
of interest is a comparison of prices paid by cheese plants and
condenseries in Tennessee with prices paid by cheese plants and
condenseries in other areas-particularly in the heavy milk-produc-
ing areas of the Midwest. This report deals with such comparisons.
The questions raised are: "What is the level of prices paid for
manufacturing grade milk in Tennessee?" "How do these prices
compare with the level of those paid by manufacturing plants in
the Midwest and in other areas?"
II. PROCEDURE
This report analyzes two aspects of geographic price relations
for manufacturing milk. The first deals with a comparison of
prices paid by evaporated milk plants and by cheese plants in
selected areas during 1948-58. The second deals with estimating
the net advantage of evaporated milk plants in selected areas in
terms of the cost of the raw product and the quoted wholesale
price of the finished product. The period covered is also 1948-58.
The data used in both parts of the report are prices reported to
the Crop Reporting Board of the U. S. Agricultural Marketing
Service as paid by condenseries making evaporated milk and cheese
plants making American cheese, and prices received by evaporated
milk plants for the finished product. All prices reported paid by
manufacturing plants are converted to a per-pound-of-butterfat
basis. There is a reasonably definite relation between the amount
of fat and the amount of non-fat components in milk that should
be reflected in its value in use as a raw product.3
A. A Comparison of Prices Paid by Manufacturing Plants
in Tennessee, Kentucky, Wisconsin, and California
The comparison of prices in Tennessee with prices paid in
Kentucky is to determine the nature of price relations between
two contiguous states in the same general producing area (South
Central Region). The comparison of prices in Tennessee with
prices in Wisconsin is the most important one. Wisconsin is the
leading dairy manufacturing state in the Midwest. In 1958 manu-
facturing plants in this state accounted for 62.6 percent of the
whole milk equivalent of all manufactured dairy products produced
'The most commonly accepted formula for the relation hetween fat and non-fat components in
milk is the Jacobson fo~mula: Percentage Solids-Not-Fat = 7.07 + 0.40X (fat percentage).
See E. L. Jack. E. B. Roessler, F. H. Abbott, and A. W. Irwin. Relationship of Solids-Not-Fat
to Fat in California Milk, Bulletin 726, California Agricultural Experiment Station, September,
1951.
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in the East North Central Region, and 33.1 percent for the East
North Central and West North Central states combined.4 So
prices for this state are considered as representative of the "Mid-
west" and a comparison is made accordingly. A comparison of
prices paid by plants in Tennessee with prices paid by plants in
California (another major producing area for manufactured dairy
products) serves as a check on the comparisons made between
Tennessee and Kentucky and between Tennessee and Wisconsin.
A further check is made by comparing prices paid by plants in
California with prices paid by plants in Wisconsin.
Another importl;1nt aspect of the price structure for manu-
facturing grade milk is the relation between prices paid by plants
which manufacture different products in the same area. So prices
paid by evaporated milk plants and by cheese plants within the
same state are compared for Tennessee, Kentucky, Wisconsin, and
California, respectively.
All the price relations considered in the first part of the report
are analyzed by regression analysis, a statistical tool that gives
estimates of the quantitative relations among the price series.5
B. Net Advantage of Evaporated Milk Plants in Selected Areas
Other things being equal, geographic differences in prices
paid for a raw material and/or noncompensating geographic dif-
ferences in prices received for the finished product will give a
producing area a net advantage in the processing and merchan-
dising of its product. That is, if plants in one producing area
have lower raw product costs and/or higher finished product prices
than do plants in another producing area, the plants in the favored
producing area will have lower costs and higher returns and will
have an advantage in competing with plants located in other areas.
For the South Central, East North Central, and Southwestern
Regions, estimated costs of the amount of raw milk required for
one case of evaporated milk and the per case quoted wholesale
price for evaporated milk are compared to determine which of the
three regions has a competitive advantage of the kind outlined
above.
'U. S. Agricultural Marketing Service, Production of Manufactured Dairy Products: 1958,
October, 1959. The East North Central Region includes Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, and
Wisconsin. The West North Central Region includes Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri. North Dakota,
South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas.
"Th" method and more detailed results of the regression analysis are given in Appendix A
of th is report.
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III. RESULTS OF COMPARISONS AMONG PRICES PAID BY
MANUFACTURING PLANTS
A. Condenseries
Prices reported paid by condenseries for milk used primarily
in canning in Tennessee, Kentucky, Wisconsin, and California are
given in Table C-l (Appendix). There are varying degrees of
association among the sets of price series. Ninety-nine percent
of the variation in the Tennessee price during 1948-58 is associated
with variation in the Kentucky price, while only 80.4 percent of
the variation in the California price is associated with variation
in the Wisconsin price.6 The values are generally consistent with
the hypothesis that the greater the distance between two supply
areas, other things being equal, the smaller the degree of associa-
tion expected between prices in the two areas.
Price behavior in contiguous areas is expected to be almost
identical. While prices in Kentucky and in Tennessee did not
always move identically, the difference between the average price
paid by condenseries in Tennessee (81.1 cents a pound butterfat)
and in Kentucky (80.9 cents a pound butterfat) is not statistically
significant (Appendix Tables A-I and A-2).
It would be expected that price behavior in non-contiguous
areas would be less similar. Such is the case in the comparison
of price behavior between Tennessee and Wisconsin and the com-
parison of price behavior between Tennessee and California. In
neither comparison did the prices move identically. Also the
average price paid by condenseries in Tennessee (81.1 cents a
pound butterfat) was significantly different from the average
price in Wisconsin (93.5 cents a pound butterfat) and California
(94.8 cents a pound butterfat) (Appendix Tables A-I and A-2).
B. Cheese Plants
Prices reported paid by cheese plants for milk used for
American cheese in Tennessee, Kentucky, Wisconsin, and California
are given in Table C-2 (Appendix). There is a descending degree
of association among the sets of price series as measured by the
squared correlation coefficient (Appendix Table A-3). The de-
scending order of values for these coefficients is consistent with
0The measure of the amount of associated variation is the square of the simple correlation
coefficient adjusted for sample size: 2 2 n-l-; = 1 - (1 -;- x)-.
y n-2
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the hypothesis of a lower degree of association between prices in
two areas as the distance between them increases. Ninety-eight
percent of the variation in prices in Tennessee is associated with
variation of prices in Kentucky, while 92 percent of the variation
in Tennessee prices is associated with variation in Wisconsin prices.
Prices paid by cheese plants in Tennessee and by cheese plants
in Kentucky did not always move identically, but there is no signifi-
cant difference between the average prices in the two areas (81.4
cents a pound butterfat in Tennessee and 81.0 cents a pound
butterfat in Kentucky) during the period analyzed (Appendix
Tables A-3 and A-4).
There is a significant difference between the behavior of the
price series of Tennessee and Wisconsin, between Tennessee
and California, and between California and Wisoonsin. In all
three comparisons, the prices did not always move identically
(Appendix Table-s A-3 and A-4).
The difference between the average price paid by cheese
plants in Tennessee (81.4 cents a pound butterfat) and Wisconsin
(91.6 cents a pound butterfat) is statistically significant (Appendix
Table A-4). The average price difference between Tennessee and
Califomia (81.4 and 82.5 cents a pound butterflat, respectively)
is not significant. But there is a significant difference between
the average prices paid by condenseries in Tennessee and California;
this suggests a difference in intra-area price relations in at least
one of the two states. This question will be considered in the
next section, which deals with the relation between cheese plant
and condensery prices within each of the four states: Tennessee,
Kentucky, Wisconsin, and California.
C. Condenseries and Cheese Plants
This section deals with the relations between prices paid by
cheese plants and prices paid by condenseries within Tennessee,
within Kentucky, within Wisconsin, and within California. The
degree of association between prices paid by cheese plants and
prices paid by condenseries (as measured by the squared correlation
coefficients) is high for Tennessee, Kentucky, and Wisconsin
(Appendix Table A-5). In each of these three states, more than
98 percent of the variation in prices paid by condenseries is
associated with variation in prices paid by cheese plants. The
value of this coefficient for California, however, is only 86.1 percent
-suggesting a relation between prices paid by the two types of
11
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Figure 1. Net differences between manufacturers' overage selling price per case of evaporated milk--odjusted for differences in prices paid
by condenseries for milk-in the South Central and East North Central and the South Central and Southwestern Regions, monthly, 1948-58.
dairy manufacturing plants that is different from that for the
other three areas considered.
Within Tennessee, Wisconsin, and California, prices paid by
condenseries and by cheese plants did not always move identically.
Within Kentucky, however, the two price series did seem to move
together closely (Appendix Tables A-5 and A-6).
There were no significant differences between the average
prices paid by condenseries and cheese plants in Tennessee (con-
denseries-81.1 cents a pound butterfat; cheese plants- 81.4 cents
a pound butterfat), Kentucky (condenseries-80.9 cents a pound
butterfat; cheese plants - 81.0 cents a pound butterfat), and
Wisconsin (condenseries-93.5 cents a pound butterfat; cheese
plants-91.6 cents a pound butterfat). There was a significant
difference, however, between the average prices paid by conden-
series and cheese plants in California, 94.8 cents and 82.5 cents
a pound butterfat respectively.7
IV. COMPARISONS OF GROSS MARGINS BETWEEN REGIONS FOR
EVAPORATED MILK PLANTS
Other things being equal, geographic differences in prices
paid for a raw product and/or non-compensating geographic dif-
ferences in prices received for the finished product will give a
producing. area a net advantage in the costs of producing and
merchandising its product. Such an advantage could be termed a
"gross margin," and could be measured by the net differences
between manufacturers' selling prices, adjusted for differences in
prices paid for the raw material on a per-unit-of-product equivalent
basis. Figure 1 shows the results of such an analysis for evapo-
rated milk plants in the South Central and East North Central
and the South Central and Southwestern Regions, respectively, for
the years 1948-58.
During the period covered, it is estimated that the cost of the
milk going into one case of evaporated milk made by plants in the
SOUithCentral Region averaged 33.8 cents a case less than for planrts
in the East North Central Region. At the same time, wholesale
prices for evaporated milk averaged 13.3 cents a case higher in
70ne possible explanation for this difference is that the major area produc'ing evaporated milk
in that state is in the San Joaquin Valley, Condenseries in this area must pay a higher price
for their raw product than do cheese plants (which are located in the northern part of the
state) because of competition for the milk supply from fluid milk plants serving the Los Angeles
market area.
13
the South Central Region than in the East North Central Region.
So, the gross margin for evaporated milk plants in the South
Central Region, over plants in the East North Central Region,
averaged 47.1 cents per case over the years 1948-58. This gross
margin would enable plants in the South Central Region to pay
higher collection, processing, and merchandising costs, and still
compete with plants located in the East North Central Region.
During 1948-58, it is estimated that the cost of the milk going
into one case of evaporated milk made by plants in the South
Central Region averaged 45.2 cents per case less than for plants
in the Southwestern Region. At the same time, wholesale prices
for evaporated milk averaged 7.4 cents per case lower in the South
Central Region than in the Southwestern Region. So, the gross
margin for evaporated milk plants in the South Central Region,
over plants in the Southwestern Region, averaged 37.8 cents per
case over the years 1948-58. This gross margin would allow plants
in the South Central Region to pay higher collection, processing,
and merchandising costs and still compete with plants located in
the Southwestern Region in terms of net returns to the plant.
V. SUMMARY
The main questions considered in this report are: What is
the level of prices paid for manufacturing grade milk in Tennessee?
How does this level compare with that of prices paid by manu-
facturing plants in other areas? The questions are dealt with by
comparison of prices reported paid by condenseries and cheese
plants in Tennessee with prices reported paid by condenseries and
cheese plants in Kentucky, Wisconsin, and California. The period
covered by the comparison is 1948-58.
There was no significant difference between the average prices
reported paid in Kentucky and in Tennessee by condenseries and
cheese plants. But there was a significant difference between the
average prices reported paid in Tennessee and in Wisconsin. Over
the period 1948-58, condenseries in Tennessee paid an average
of 81.1 cents a pound butterfat for milk while condenseries in
Wisconsin paid an average of 93.5 cents a pound butterfat. Cheese
plants in Tennessee paid an average of 81.4 cents a pound butterfat
for milk during 1948-58, and cheese plants .in Wisconsin paid an
average of 91.6 cents a pound butterfat.
Unless there are compensating differences in prices received
for the finished product, or in the costs of collecting, processing, or
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merchandising, the lower cost of the raw product in Tennessee
would give manufacturing plants located there a net advantage
in competing with plants in other areas. Based on costs of the
raw product and selling prices for the finished product, it was
found that condenseries in the South Central Region did, in fact,
enjoy an average gross margin of 47.1 cents per case of evaporated
milk over condenseries in the East North Central States and 37.8
cents per case over condenseries in the Southwestern Region during
1948-58.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A: METHODS AND RESULTS OF THE REGRESSION
ANALYSIS
In making a simple regression analysis between two sets of
prices, coefficients are computed that describe the average relation
between the two variables (price series) considered. In the lan-
guage of the statistician, these coefficients are known as the
intercept and the slope. The "intercept" is the vertical distance
between the origin (of a set of coordinates) and the point where
the least squares regression line crosses the vertical axis. The
"slope" measures the inclination or 'tilt' of the least squares regres-
sion line. It is the vertical rate of change associated with a
one-unit change along the horizontal axis.
If two series of prices are not different in their behavior, then
the equation describing the average relationship should read:
Xl = 0 + (1) X2 or Xl = X2; where:
Xl is the price series in one area or for one set of plants
X2 is the other price series
o is the value of the intercept
1 is the value of the slope
When the intercept is zero and the slope is one, this means that
the behavior of one price series is the same as the behavior of
the price series to which it is compared. If the intercept is signifi-
cantly different from zero and/or the slope is significantly different
from one, then the behavior of one price series is different from
the behavior of the price series to which it is compared.
For each comparison of price behavior noted in this report,
estimates are given in Tables A-I, A-3, and A-5 in this appendix
for the intercept and the slope. Also shown are the t variables
computed to test three hypotheses for each price comparison:
(1) the true intercept is zero; (2) the true slope is one; and (3)
there is no significant difference between the averages of each
of the price series compared. Table A-I, A-3, and A-5 also give
estimates of the squared correlation coefficients for each price
comparison. Finally, Tables A-2, A-4, and A-6 summarize findings
regarding tests of hypotheses for the statistical coefficients com-
puted.
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Table A-1. Regression Coefficients for Prices Paid by Condenseries In
Tennessee, Kentucky, Wisconsin, and California, 1949-58."
Coefficient Xl on X2 Xl on Xa Xl on X4 X4 on X:1
b ....- ....................................... 0.970 0.857 0.785 0.928
a ............... -_ ....- ...................... 0.027 0.010 0.066 0.081
f2 ......................•................. 0.991 0.927 0.832 0.804
ta .......................................... 4.117 0503 2.241 2.150
tb .......................................... -3.803 -6.786 6.936 -1.785
t (MI - M2P* .............. 0.172 -9538 -10413 -1.001
·XI is price reported paid ver pound butterfat by condenseries in Tennessee; Xz in Kentucky;
X3 in Wisconsin; and X. in California. Average of prices are: Xt-$O.811; X,-$O.809;
X3-$O.935; X.-$O.948.
··Difference between the means.
Table A-2. Tests of Hypotheses on Condensery Prices.
Hypotheses Tested-
Prices compared
Intercept is
zero
Slope is No significont difference
one between means
Tennessee
and
Kentucky.................................. Reject Reject Accept
Tennessee
and
Wisconsin Accept Reject Reject
Tennessee
and
California Accept Reject Reject
California
and
Wisconsin Accept Accept Accept
•At 95 percent level of significance.
Table A-3. Regression Coefficients for Prices Paid by Cheese Plants In
Tennessee, Kentucky, Wisconsin, and California, 1948-58'<'
Coefficient
b . 957
.039
980
3971
3559
.348
.851
.035
920
1702
6.729
-8.092
.890
.080
.864
3.137
3576
-0.905
.861
.037
859
1.312
4554
7079
a .
12 .
ta .
tb .
t (MI - M2)** .
*Yl. is price reported paid per pound butterfat by cheese plants in Tennessee; Y2 in Kentucky;
Y3 in Wisconsin: and Y.. in California. Average prices for the period are: YI-$'O.814;
Y'-$O.810; Y3-$O.916; Y'-$O.825.
**Difference between the means.
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Table A-4. Tests of Hypotheses on Cheese Plant Prices.
Hypotheses Tested*
Prices compo red
Intercept is
zero
Slope is No significont difference
one between means
Tennessee
and
Kentucky.................................. Reject Reject Accept
Tennessee
and
Wisconsin Accept Reject Reject
Tennessee
and
California Reject AcceptReject
California
and
Wisconsin Accept Reject Reject
'At 95 percent level of significance.
Table A-5. Regression Coefficients for Prices Paid by Condenseries and
Cheese Plants in Tennessee, Kentucky, Wisconsin, and California, 1948-58*.
Coefficient
b . 1.026
- .025
.986
-2.869
2.476
- .291
1066
.068
.861
2200
1.760
9276
1.018
.016
984
.768
.701
.117
1023
002
985
236
2.029
1.371
a __..
f2 _ _
ta .. - .
tb _ .
t (M1 - M2)""" _ .
.X1 is price reported paid per pound butterfat by condenseries in Tennessee; X~ in Kentucky:
X3 in Wisconsin; and X·I in California. Yl is price reported paid per pound butterfat by cheese
plants in Tennessee; Y2 in Kentucky; Y:t in Wisconsin; and Y" in California .
•• Difference between the means.
Table A-6. Tests of Hypotheses on Relations Between Condensery
Prices and Cheese Plant Prices.
State for
which prices
are compared
Hypotheses Tested'
Intercept is
zero
Slope is No significant difference
one between means
Tennessee Reject
Kentucky _ _.............. Accept
Wisconsin Accept
California _................... Reject
Accept
Accept
Accept
Reject
Reject
Accept
Reject
Accept
'At 95 percent level of significance.
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APPENDIX B: FORMULAS USED FOR TESTING HYPOTHESES
1. To test if estimate of intercept (a) is significantly different from
hypothesized value (0:) :
_ (a-a) Sx Vn (n-1)
to _ n-2 degrees of freedom;
Sy x V~X2
2. To test if estimaJte of slope (b) is significarttly different from
hypothesized value ({3):
b- {3
tb = . 0-2 degrees of freedom;
Sb '
3. To test significance of difference between means (M1 and M2) :
M1-M2
t (M,-M2)= Sp 1-!'~+ (~0
2 (~X1) 2 + 2 (~X2) 2
Sp=.~X1 -"1 ~X2- n2
n1 + n2 - 2
(n1+n2 - 2) degrees of freedom
APPENDIX C: BASIC PRICE DATA
Table C-1. Prices Received for Milk Used by Condenseries In Selected
States, Monthly, 1948-58.
Year and month Tennessee CaliforniaKentucky Wisconsin
Dollars per pound butterfat
(l)
1948 Jan. 1.02
Feb. 1.02
Mar 1.01
Apr 1.01
May 1.01
June 1.03
July................................ 1.08
Aug. 1.06
Sept. 1.03
Oct. .90
Nov. .83
Dec. .83
(2)
1.05
1.03
1.02
1.02
1.02
1.04
1.09
1.08
1.02
.90
.83
.83
(3)
1.24
1.19
1.14
1.17
1.20
1.21
1.29
1.26
1.14
.99
.95
.97
(4)
1.09
1.10
1.09
1.09
1.14
1.14
1.17
1.20
1.20
1.10
1.00
1.00
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Table C-1.-(Continuedl
Kentucky Wisconsin California
Dollars per pound butterfat
(2) (3) (4)
.79 .88 .98
75 .83 .95
.73 .81 .89
.71 .80 .84
.70 .81 .82
.70 .81 .79
.71 .81 .80
.74 .83 .82
.73 .83 .84
.73 .83 .85
.73 .86 .86
.73 .86 .85
.70 85 .84
.72 85 .84
.74 .85 .83
.74 .82 .82
.74 .82 .81
.73 .81 .80
.73 .81 .80
.74 .84 .81
.77 .86 .83
.78 .87 .87
.78 90 .90
83 .99 .91
.89 1.08 .97
.91 1.09 .99
.95 1.09 1.00
.95 1.05 1.02
.96 1.03 1.04
.93 1.02 1.05
.92 1.01 1.04
.92 1.00 1.04
.90 1.00 1.05
.89 1.01 1.05
.91 1.05 1.05
.94 1.08 1.08
.97 1.09 1.09
.98 1.10 1.11
.98 1.09 1.16
.98 1.08 1.16
.96 1.06 1.15
.96 1.05 1.13
.96 1.05 1.16
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Year and month Tennessee
( 1 )
1949 Jan. ................................ .80
Feb. ................................ 75
Mar. ................................ .74
Apr. ................................ .71
May ...----- ........................ .71
June ................................ .71
July .- .............................. .71
Aug. .......__ ..._-- ................. .73
Sept . ................................ 73
Oct. ................................ 73
Nov. ................................ .72
Dec. ................................ .73
1950 Jan. ............... __ ............... .69
Feb. ....._-------- .................. .74
Mar. ....._-------- .................. .74
Apr. ........... __ ._---_ ............. .74
May .-_ ..._---.-------_ ............. .74
June ._--------._-- .................. .74
July ................ _ ....... _-- ..._- .73
Aug. .-.-------- ..................... .75
Sept. _ ...---.---- ....- ............... .76
Oct. ....------- ..................... .77
Nov. .... -.--- ....................... .78
Dec. .-._ ...---.- .................... .83
1951 Jan. ..._._---- ...................... .88
Feb. ....... _------- ................. .92
Mar. ........... _ ..-._ ............... .94
Apr. ........................ _ ....... .96
May ................................ 95
June ................................ .94
July ....... _ .................... - ... .92
Aug ................................ .92
Sept . ....._----------- ....... - ...._ .. .91
Oct . ....... __ ._._--_._-- ............ .90
Nov. ....--------- ..- ......... - ...... .91
Dec. ---------_._ ....._ ..- ........... .94
1952 Jan. .._ .._-_._ ...--_ ....- .... - ...... .96
Feb. -----_._ ................ _ ....... .98
Mar. ................................ .98
Apr. ....-------------- ....... - ...... .97
May ................................ .97
June ._._-----_ ...................... .97
July ........................... --- .. .97
Table C-1.-(Continuedl
Yeor and month Tennessee Kentucky Wisconsin California
Dollars per pound butterfat
(l ) (2) (3)
Aug. ................................ .98 .97 1ff)
Sept. ....-- .......................... .97 .96 1 .14
Oct. .-----.-- ....................... .94 .96 1.13
Nov. .... - ........................... .95 .95 1.11
Dec. ................................ .92 .92 1.04
1953 Jan. ...................... __ ........ .89 .89 1 .01
Feb. ............ - ................... .87 .85 .99
Mar. ...... - ......................... .83 .82 .97
Apr. ................................ .80 .79 .94
May ............ __ .................. .79 .78 .92
June ................................ .78 .77 .92
July ................................ .78 .76 .92
Aug. ...- ..... --- ..._- .............. - .78 .76 .93
Sept. ....-- .......... _- ...... __ ...... .77 .76 .93
Oct. ........... ---- ..... ----_ ....... .77 .77 .94
Nov. ................................ .77 .78 .96
Dec. ................................ .77 .78 95
1954 Jan. .---_ ....... _--_ ..... _-_ ......_. .79 .81 .94
Feb. ._ .......... _ ..- ................ .76 .75 .91
Mor. ................................ .73 .74 .89
Apr . ...._ ....... _._ .... -------.- .... .69 .71 .85
May ...._ ......._-- ...... __ ....... _. .69 .69 .82
June .---_ ..... ---_._ ................ .69 .69 .81
July --_._ ....... __ ...... _ ........... .71 .71 .82
Aug . ................................ .72 .72 .85
Sept. ..- ............................. .73 .73 .86
Oct. ............. -- ................. .73 .73 .88
Nov. .................... _ ........... .73 .73 .88
Dec . ........... -- ................... .74 .73 .89
1955 Jan . ................................ .74 .74 .87
Feb . ................................ .75 .75 .87
Mar . .......... ---.- ................. .76 .76 .86
Apr . ................................ .76 .76 .86
May ................................ .73 .73 .84
June ................................ .72 .72 .84
July ................................ .72 .71 .85
Aug . ._ ............................ _- .73 .71 .87
Sept . .--_ ............................ .73 .73 .87
Oct . . __ ..- ..._. __ ................... .73 .73 .87
Nov . ._ .. _ .... _--_ ................... .74 .75 .88
Dec. ..................... - .......... 75 .75 .88
1956 Jan . ......... ---- ................... .77 .77 .87
Feb . .. _ ..... _--_ .................... .78 .77 ·.87
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(4)
1.18
1.19
1.19
1.19
1.16
1.15
1.16
1.14
1.07
.99
.96
.96
.97
.98
.97
.97
.97
.94
.92
.89
85
.82
.82
.83
.83
.85
.86
.87
.87
.86
.87
.86
.86
85
85
.86
86
.87
.88
.86
.87
.88
.89
Table C-l.-(Concludedl
Year and month Tennessee Kentucky Wisconsin Colifornia
Source: U. S. Agricultural Marketing Service, Evaporated, Condensed and Dry Milk ~eport.
Table C-2. Average Prices Reported Paid to Farmers by American Cheese
Plants in Selected States, Monthly, 1948-58.
(1)
Mar. .__._ _ _ .77
Apr. _ _._ _.__ _._. .77
May .._.__ _. .77
June ._..__._ .77
July .__._ _.. .76
Aug . ._.... .76
Sept. _ __ . . .76
Oct. __ _._. .77
Nov. .76
Dec. ... .77
1957 Jan. ._._. .79
Feb. __ .80
Mar . .79
Apr. . . ._.................. .78
May _.. ._._..................... .78
June . .._.................. .77
July _._. . .76
Aug. ...._.. ._.................... .76
Sept. . . ._._.................. .76
Oct. .75
Nov.. _.............................. .76
Dec. .._ _............... .77
1958 Jan. . _ _ _. .. .77
Feb. ._ __ _... .77
Mar. ._. .... .77
Apr. .. .._ _. .. .76
May .. .... . .. .75
June .. ._. .75
July _...................... .76
Aug.. _._............................ .77
Sept. .76
Oct. ._ _.. ._.... .75
Nov. .__. .76
Dec. . . .77
Dollars per pound butterfat
(2) (3)
.76 .87
.77 .88
.76 .88
.76 .88
.75 .88
.75 .89
.75 .89
.75 .89
.77 .90
.78 .91
.79 .90
.79 .89
.78 .89
.77 .89
.76 .88
.76 .88
.75 .88
.74 .88
.75 .89
.75 .89
.76 .89
.78 .89
.77 .90
.76 .89
.76 .89
.74 .85
.74 .85
.74 .85
.76 .86
.76 .86
.76 .87
.75 .87
.76 .87
.76 .88
(4)
.88
.87
.88
.88
88
.89
.91
.92
.93
.94
.95
.96
.93
.92
.92
.91
.91
.90
.91
.90
.90
.89
.90
.90
.90
.87
.86
85
.86
.86
.87
.88
.90
.89
Year and month Tennessee California
1948 Jan.
Feb.
(1)
1.02
1.02
Kentucky Wisconsin
Dollars per pound butterfat
(2) (3)
1.05 1.21
1.05 1.16
(4)
1.05
1.01
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Table C-2.-(Continued)
CaliforniaYear and month Tennessee Kentucky Wisconsin
(4)
1.03
1.01
1.02
1.04
1.06
1.02
.97
.89
.88
.85
.87
.86
.83
.79
.76
.76
.76
.76
.77
.78
.79
.77
.77
.78
.76
.75
.74
.74
.74
.77
.79
.81
.82
.86
.91
.92
.90
90
.92
.92
.91
.91
.89
.91
Dollars per pound butterfat
1949
(1 ) (2) (3)
Mar. .......... _ ...-_ ......... _-_ .... 1.00 1.01 1.07
Apr. ................................ 1.00 1.01 1.12
May ................................ 1 .01 1 .01 1.18
June ................................ 1.03 1.03 1 .21
July .............. _ ................. 1.07 1.1 1 1.28
Aug. ................................ 1.07 1.10 1.21
Sept . ................................ 1.01 1.02 1.12
Oct. ................................ .88 .87 .98
Nev. ................................ .84 .83 .96
Dec. ................................ .84 .83 .98
Jon. ................................ .76 .79 .88
Feb. ......... -.- .................... .75 .77 .82
Mar. -------_ ....---- ..... - .._--- .... .74 .74 .80
Apr. ........ -------- ........ _-_ ..... .71 .71 .79
May ..... ------_._ .......... __ ...... .71 .70 .80
June ............ - ....... ---_. __ ._ ... .71 .70 .80
July ........................ -_ ...... .71 .71 .78
Aug. ......... ----- ...-.-.-.-.-_ ..- .. .73 .73 .82
Sept. ....................... --_ ...... .74 .74 .83
Oct . ...... -----_ .................... .74 .74 .84
Nov. ......... -.-- ...... -.-----_ ..... .74 .75 .85
Dec . ......... ---.-_ ..... - ........... .74 .75 .84
Jon. ................................ .73 .74 .83
Feb. ....................... - ........ .73 75 .84
Mar. ................................ .73 .74 .82
Apr. ................................ .73 .75 .80
May ................................ .73 .73 .79
June ................................ .73 .72 .79
July ................................ .73 .72 .79
Aug. ...................... _- ........ .74 .73 .81
Sept. ..... ------- ...- ................ 75 .76 .83
Oct. ..__ ..__ ........................ .76 .77 .85
Nev . ..................... - .._ .._ .... .78 .78 .86
Dec . ........ ---_ .._ ................. .84 .84 .96
Jon . ._-_._._ ............... _ ........ .89 .91 1 .07
Feb . ................................ .92 .92 1.08
Mar . ................................ .95 .95 1.04
Apr . ....... _ ........................ .95 .95 .98
May .- ..- .._ ........................ .96 .97 1.00
June ..... ---_ ....................... .95 .96 1.00
July ................................ .93 .92 .98
Aug . ................... _ ............ .92 .91 .99
Sept . ......... --_ .................... .91 .89 .97
Oct . ...... ---_ ...................... .91 .90 1.00
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1950
1951
Table C-2.-(Continuedl
Kentucky Wisconsin California
Dollars per pound butterfat
(2) (3) (4)
.90 103 .92
.93 105 .97
.96 106 100
.99 106 100
.98 105 101
.95 103 .98
.94 103 .97
.93 103 .96
.93 103 .97
.95 108 .99
.96 1.12 101
.95 1.12 100
.94 108 .99
.90 102 .96
.87 100 .94
.86 .98 .93
.83 .95 .91
.80 .93 .88
.78 .93 .88
.76 .92 .84
.75 .92 .84
.75 .92 83
.75 .93 .83
.77 .95 .83
.78 .96 .84
.78 .95 .83
.79 .93 83
.76 .91 .83
.73 .89 .81
.69 .82 .71
.69 .81 .69
.69 .81 .69
.71 .82 .70
.73 .83 .71
.74 .85 73
.75 .86 .73
75 .86 .73
.75 .86 .73
75 85 .72
75 .84 .72
.76 .84 .72
.75 .84 .71
.73 .83 .70
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Year and month Tennessee
Nov.
Dec.
1952 Jon. . .
Feb .
Mar .
Apr .
May .
June .
July .
Aug .
Sept .
Oct .
Nov .
Dec. .
(1)
.91
.94
.94
.97
.96
.96
.95
95
.97
.97
.98
.97
.96
.92
.90
.87
.84
.81
.80
.79
.79
.79
.78
.79
.79
.79
.79
.76
.73
.71
.70
.71
.72
.74
.75
75
75
.75
75
.76
.77
.76
.74
1953 Jon .
Feb .
Mar .
Apr .
May .
June .
July .
Aug .
Sept .
Oct .
Nov .
Dec. .
1954 Jan.
Feb.
Mar.
Apr.
May
June
July
Aug.
Sept .
Oct.
Nov.
Dec.
1955 Jan.
Feb.
Mar.
Apr.
May
Table C-2.-(Concludedl
Year and month Tennessee Kentucky Wisconsin California
Dollars per pound butterfat
(l ) (2) (3)
June ........................ _-- ..-_. .73 .72 .83
July ................................ .72 .71 .83
Aug. .... __ .......................... .73 .72 .83
Sept. .-.......... -- ... _-- ..... __ ..... .73 .73 .84
Oct. ................................ .74 .73 .85
Nov. ....... __ ....................... .76 .75 .86
Dec. ................................ .77 .75 .85
Jan . .................. _--- ..... _ .... .78 .76 .85
Feb. ................................ .78 .77 .84
Mar. ................................ .78 .76 .84
Apr. ..................... - .......... .77 .76 85
May ................ -- ..-------_ .... .76 .77 .86
June ................................ .76 .76 .87
July ................................ .76 .76 .86
Aug . .................... __ .......... .76 .76 .87
Sept. ........... _---_ .... _-_ ......... .76 .75 .87
Oct . ........ -.-_._-_._-----_ ........ .76 .76 .88
Nov. ................................ .78 .76 .88
Dec. .................... ---- ...---.. .79 .77 .88
Jan . ........................... -.... .80 .78 .88
Feb. .._-.-_. __ ...................... .81 .79 .88
Mar . ........................... _ .... .79 .78 .87
Apr . ._._._._ ........................ .78 .78 .87
May ................................ .77 .77 .87
June .................. __ ..... ----.-. .77 .77 .87
July ......................... --..-.- 75 .76 .87
Aug . ..__ .......................... -- .76 .76 .87
Sept. ................................ .75 .76 .87
Oct . ....__ .......................... .76 .76 .88
Nov. ................................ .77 .77 .88
Dec. .......................... -.--_. .78 .77 .88
Jan . ............... -.---_ ........... .78 .77 .87
Feb. ... -..-_ ........................ .79 .77 .88
Mar . .......................... --...- .77 .77 .87
Apr . ........................ -....... .76 .75 .83
May .................... --_._--_ .... .74 .74 .83
June ................ --_ ............. .76 .75 .83
July ............... _.--_ ............ .76 .77 .83
Aug . ..................... --- ........ .77 .77 .84
Sept. ...................... -_ ........ .77 .77 .85
Oct . ................ --_ ............. .78 .78 .86
Nov. ........... -.-_ ................. .77 .77 .86
Dec. ......................... -...... .78 .78 .85
Source: U. S. Agricultural Marketing Service, Milk Prices Paid by Creameries and Cheese Plants.
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Table C-3. Regional Differences in Producer Prices and Wholesale Selling
Prices-Per Case of Evaporated Milk-South Central and East North
Central Regions, 1948-58.
Prices received Net Quoted whole-
from condenseries differences saIe prices of Whale-
for milk per case evaporated milk sale
Price of evap- price Net
Year and South East differ- orated South East differ- differ-
manth Central N. Central ences milk Central N. Central ences ences
Dollars per pound butterfat Dollars per case of evaporated milk
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8l
1948 Jan. 1.04 1.20 .16 .55 5.83 5.77 .06 .61
Feb. 1.03 1.17 .14 .48 5.98 594 .04 .52
Mar. 1.02 1.14 .12 .41 6.01 5.94 .07 .48
Apr. 1.02 1.15 .13 .45 6.09 6.00 .09 .54
May 1.02 1.17 .15 .52 6.42 6.32 .10 .62
June 1.04 1.18 .14 .48 6.48 6.40 .08 .56
July 1.09 1.24 .15 .52 6.60 6.56 .04 .56
Aug. 1.08 1.23 15 .52 6.72 6.65 .07 .59
Sept. 1.04 1.13 .09 .31 657 6.50 .07 .38
Oct. .91 .99 .08 .27 6.32 6i7 .15 .42
Nov. .84 .93 .09 .31 5.96 5.80 .16 .47
Dec. .83 .94 .11 .38 5.98 5.78 .20 .58
1949 Jan. .80 .85 .05 .17 5.83 569 .14 .31
Feb. .76 .81 05 .17 5.67 5.55 .12 .29
Mar. .74 .78 .04 .14 5.50 5.37 .13 .27
Apr. .71 .77 .06 .21 5.21 508 .13 .34
May .71 .81 .10 .34 5.10 5.07 .03 .37
June .71 .81 .10 .34 5.13 5.01 .12 .46
July .71 .81 .10 .34 517 504 .13 .47
Aug. .73 .83 .10 .34 5.14 503 .11 .45
Sept............... .73 .79 .06 .21 5.09 5.01 .08 .29
Oct. .73 .79 .06 .21 5.10 500 .10 .31
Nov. .73 .81 .08 .27 5.10 5.01 09 .36
Dec. .73 .81 .08 .27 5.10 5.03 .07 .34
1950 Jan. .70 .80 .10 .34 5.11 503 .08 .42
Feb. .73 .82 .09 .31 5.11 5.04 .07 .38
Mar. .74 .81 .07 .24 5.10 504 .06 .30
Apr. .74 .80 .06 .21 5.12 503 .09 .30
May .74 .79 .05 .17 511 5.03 .08 .25
June .73 .79 .06 .21 5.09 5.02 .07 .28
July .73 .79 .06 .21 5.10 503 .07 .28
Aug. .75 .81 .06 .21 5.32 5.21 .11 .32
Sept............... .76 .83 .07 .24 5.41 5.25 .16 .40
Oct. .77 .85 .08 .27 5.41 5.26 .15 .42
Nov. .78 .88 .10 .34 5.40 529 .11 .45
Dec. .83 .95 .12 .41 566 5.55 .11 .52
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Table C-3.-(Continuedl
Prices received Net Quoted whole-
from condenseries differences sale prices of Whole-
for milk per case evaporated milk sale
Price of evap-. price Net
Year and South East differ- orated South East differ- differ-
month Central N. Central ences milk Central N. Central ences ences
Dollars per pound butterfat Dollars per case of evaporated milk
(1) (2) (3l (4) (5) (6) (7) (8l
1951 Jon. .89 1.02 .13 .45 6.06 601 .05 .50
Feb. .92 1.04 .12 .41 6.14 605 .09 .50
Mar. .95 1.06 .11 .38 6.17 608 .09 .47
Apr. .95 1.04 .09 .31 6.19 608 .11 .42
May .95 1.01 .06 .21 6.18 608 .10 .31
June .94 1.00 .06 .21 6.16 6.04 .12 .33
July .92 1.00 .08 .27 6.16 6.00 .16 .43
Aug. .92 .99 .07 .24 6.16 596 .20 .44
Sept............... .91 .98 .07 .24 6.13 591 .22 .46
Oct. .90 .99 .09 .31 6.12 591 .21 .52
Nov. .91 1.03 .12 .41 6.12 5.98 .14 .55
Dec. .95 1.07 .12 .41 6.22 608 .14 .55
1952 Jon. .97 1.08 .11 .38 6.26 6.15 .11 .49
Feb. .99 1.11 .12 .41 6.36 6.25 .11 .52
Mar. .99 1.09 .10 .34 6.39 6.29 .10 .44
Apr. .98 1.06 .08 .27 6.40 6.32 .08 .35
May .97 1.04 .07 .24 6.35 6.22 .13 .37
June .97 1.03 .06 .21 6.33 6.21 .12 .33
July .97 1.04 .07 .24 6.35 623 .12 .36
Aug. .98 1.07 .09 .31 6.41 6.29 .12 .43
Sept............... .97 1.09 .12 .41 6.43 6.30 .13 .54
Oct. .96 1.09 .13 .45 6.44 6.33 .11 .56
Nov. .96 1.07 .11 .38 6.42 6.31 .11 .49
Dec. .92 1.01 .09 .31 6.35 6.24 .11 .42
1953 Jon. .89 .97 .08 .27 6.32 6.16 .16 .43
Feb............... .86 .95 .09 .31 6.26 6.10 .16 .47
Mar. .84 .92 .08 .27 6.20 6.01 .19 .46
Apr . .............. .80 .89 .09 .31 602 5.84 .18 .49
May .79 .87 .08 .27 5.99 578 .21 .48
June .78 .87 .09 .31 5.84 5.67 .17 .48
July .78 .88 .10 .34 581 566 .15 .49
Aug. .78 .88 .10 .34 586 5.72 .14 .48
Sept. .77 .90 .13 .45 584 5.70 .14 .59
Oct. .77 .91 .14 .48 585 5.71 .14 .62
Nov. .78 .92 .14 .48 5.89 5.80 .09 .57
Dec. .78 .91 .13 .45 5.88 5.72 .16 .61
27
Table C-3.-{Continuedl
Prices received Net Quoted whole-
from condenseries differences soIe prices of Whole-
for milk per case evaporated milk sale
Price of evap- . price Net
Year and South East differ- orated South East differ- differ-
month Central N. Centra! ences milk Central N. Central ences ences
Dollars per pound butterfat Dollars per case of evaporated milk
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1954 Jan. .80 .89 .09 .31 5.82 5.65 .17 .48
Feb. .76 .86 .10 .34 5.82 563 .19 .53
Mar. .74 .84 .10 .34 5.79 5.58 .21 .55
Apr. .71 .80 .09 .31 5.54 5.30 .24 .55
May .69 .78 .09 .31 5.49 525 .24 .55
June .69 .78 .09 .31 5.56 5.33 .23 .54
July .71 .80 .09 .31 5.60 539 .21 .52
Aug. .73 .82 .09 .31 562 5.44 .18 .49
Sept. .74 .84 .10 .34 562 5.45 .17 .51
Oct. .74 .86 .12 .41 562 5.46 .16 .57
Nov. .74 .87 .13 .45 5.62 5.46 . .16 .61
Dec. .74 .87 .13 .45 562 5.47 .15 .60
1955 Jan. .75 .86 .11 .38 562 5.47 .15 .53
Feb. 75 .85 .10 .34 562 5.47 .15 .49
Mar. .76 .85 .09 .31 5.61 5.49 .12 .43
Apr. .76 .83 .07 .24 561 5.49 .12 .36
May .74 .81 .07 .24 561 5.49 .12 .36
June .72 .81 .09 .31 5.61 5.49 .12 .43
July .73 .82 .09 .31 5.62 5.49 .13 .44
Aug. .73 .84 .11 .38 563 5.49 .14 .52
Sept. .73 .85 .12 .41 563 5.49 .14 .55
Oct. .73 .86 .13 .45 563 5.49 .14 .59
Nov. .74 .87 .13 .45 570 5.55 .15 .60
Dec. .76 .87 .11 38 5.76 561 15 .53
1956 Jan. .77 .87 .10 .34 5.76 563 .13 .47
Feb. .78 .86 .08 .27 5.74 561 .13 .40
Mar. .77 .85 .08 .27 5.73 5.60 .13 .40
Apr. .77 .85 .08 .27 573 561 .12 39
May .77 .85 .08 .27 5.81 567 .14 .41
June .76 .86 .10 .34 594 5.79 .15 .49
July .76 .86 .10 .34 5.98 583 15 .49
Aug. .76 .87 .11 38 5.98 5.84 .14 .52
Sept. .76 .88 .12 .41 5.99 5.84 .15 .56
Oct. .76 .90 .14 .48 5.99 5.84 15 63
Nov. .77 .91 .14 .48 5.99 5.84 .15 .63
Dec. .77 .92 .15 .52 599 5.84 15 .67
Table C-3.-(Concludedl
Prices received Net Quoted whole-
from condenseries differences saIe prices of Whole-
for milk per case evaporated milk sale
Price of evap- price Net
Year and South East differ- orated South East differ- differ-
month Central N. Central ences milk Central N. Central ences ences
Dollars per pound butterfat Dollars per case of evaporated milk
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1957 Jan. .79 .91 .12 .41 599 5.84 .15 56
Feb. .79 .90 .11 .38 5.99 584 .15 53
Mar. .78 .89 .11 .38 6.00 586 .14 52
Apr. .78 .87 .09 .31 6.12 595 .17 .48
May .77 .86 .09 .31 6.12 5.96 .16 .47
June .77 .86 .09 .31 6.13 5.95 .18 .49
July .76 .86 .10 .34 6.13 5.97 .16 50
Aug. .76 .86 .10 .34 6.13 597 .16 50
Sept............... .76 .86 .10 .34 6.10 5.96 .14 .48
Oct. .75 .87 .12 .41 . 6.10 596 .14 55
Nov. .76 .87 .11 .38 6.14 5.98 .16 54
Dec. .77 .88 .11 .38 6.19 6.04 .15 53
1958 Jan. .77 .87 .10 .34 6.19 6.05 .14 .48
Feb. .77 .88 .11 .38 6.19 605 .14 52
Mar. .76 .87 .11 .38 6.19 6.06 .13 51
Apr. 75 .84 .09 31 6.18 6.04 .14 .45
May .74 .83 .09 .31 6.16 602 .14 .45
June .75 .85 .10 .34 6.15 602 .13 .47
July .76 .84 .08 .27 6.16 602 .14 .41
Aug. .76 .85 .08 .31 6.19 605 .14 .45
Sept. .76 85 .09 .31 6.20 6.05 .15 .46
Oct. .75 .86 .11 .38 6.18 6.04 .14 52
Nov. .77 .88 .11 .38 6.18 6.05 .13 51
Dec. .77 .87 .10 .34 6.19 6.06 .13 .47
Sources : Columns I, 2, 5, 6-U. S. Agricultural Marketing Service, Evaporated, Condensed and
Dry Milk Report.
Column 3-Column 2 minus Column 1.
Column 4-Column 3 multiplied by 3.4365. Based on a fat content of 7.9 percent in
a 43.5 pound case of evaporated milk.
Column 7-Column 5 minus Column 6.
Column 8-Column 4 plus Column 7.
Table C-4. Regional Differences in Producer Prices and Wholesale Selling
Prices-Per Case of Evaporated Milk-South Central and Southwestern
Regions, 1948-58.
Prices received Net Quoted whole-
from condenseries differences sale prices of Whole-
for milk per case evaporated milk sale
Price of evap- price Net
Year and South South- differ- orated South South- differ- differ-
month Central western ences milk Central western ences ences
Dollars per pound butterfat Dollars per case of evoporated milk
(l) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1948 Jan. 1.04 1.13 .09 .31 5.83 5.86 -.03 .28
Feb. 1.03 1.12 .09 .31 598 5.97 .01 .32
Mar. 1.02 1.11 .09 .31 6.01 5.% .05 .36
Apr. 1.02 1.11 .09 .31 6.09 6.06 .03 .34
May 1.02 1.14 .12 .41 6.42 6.41 .01 .42
June 1.04 1.14 .10 .34 6.48 653 -.05 .29
July 1.09 1.17 .08 .27 6.60 6.64 -.04 .23
Aug. 1.08 1.20 .12 .41 6.72 6.74 -.02 .39
Sept ............... 1.04 1.20 .16 55 657 664 -07 .48
Oct. .91 1.10 .19 .65 6.32 6.38 -.06 59
Nov. .84 1.00 .16 55 5.% 6.23 -.27 .28
Dec. .83 1.00 .17 58 5.98 6.21 -.23 .35
1949 Jan. .80 .97 .17 58 5.83 6.00 -.17 .41
Feb. .76 .93 .17 58 567 584 -.17 .41
Mar. .74 .88 .14 .48 550 560 -.10 .38
Apr. .71 .83 .12 .41 521 5.33 -.12 .29
May .71 .82 .11 .38 5.10 519 -09 .29
June .71 .80 .09 .31 5.13 520 -07 .24
July .71 .80 .09 .31 517 520 -03 .28
Aug. .73 .82 .09 .31 5.14 518 -04 .27
Sept. .73 .84 .11 .38 509 518 -.09 .29
Oct. .73 .85 .12 .41 5.10 5.20 -.10 .31
Nov. .73 .86 .13 .45 5.10 515 -.05 .40
Dec. .73 .87 .14 .48 510 5.18 -.08 .40
1950 Jan. .70 .85 .15 52 5.11 5.18 -.07 .45
Feb. .73 .85 .12 .41 5.11 5.18 -.07 .34
Mar. .74 .84 .10 .34 5.10 5.18 -.08 .26
Apr. .74 .82 .08 .27 512 5.18 -.06 .21
May .74 .81 .07 .24 5.11 5.18 -07 .17
June .73 .80 .07 .24 5.09 520 -.11 .13
July .73 .80 .07 .24 5.10 522 -.12 .12
Aug. .75 .82 .07 .24 532 536 -04 .20
Sept ............... .76 .83 .07 .24 5.41 5.45 -.04 .20
Oct. .77 .87 .10 .34 5.41 5.45 -.04 .30
Nov. .78 .89 .11 .38 5.40 5.45 -.05 .33
Dec. .83 .90 .07 .24 5.66 5.72 -.06 .18
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Table C-4.-(Continuedl
Prices received Net Quoted whole-
from condenseries differences saIe prices of Whole-
for milk per case evaporated milk sole
Price of evop- price Net
Year and South Sauth- differ- oroted South South- differ- differ-
month Central western ences milk Central western ences ences
Dollars per pound butterfat Dollars per case of evaporated milk
(J) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1951 Jan. .89 .96 .07 .24 6.06 6.14 -.08 .16
Feb. .92 .99 .07 .24 6.14 6.22 -.08 .16
Mar. .95 1.00 .05 .17 6.17 6.22 -.05 .12
Apr. .95 1.02 .07 .24 6.19 6.24 -.05 .19
May .95 1.04 .09 .31 6.18 6.22 -.04 .27
June .94 1.05 .11 .38 6.16 6.20 -.04 .34
July .92 1.04 .12 Al 6.16 6.17 -.01 .40
Aug. .92 1.03 .11 .38 6.16 6.15 .01 .39
Sept. ....__......_. .91 1.05 .14 A8 6.13 6.18 -.05 A3
Oct. .90 1.04 .14 A8 6.12 6.17 -.05 A3
Nov. .91 1.05 .14 A8 6.12 6.17 -.05 A3
Dec. .95 1.08 .13 A5 6.22 6.26 -.04 Al
1952 Jan. .97 1.09 .12 Al 6.26 6.31 -.05 .36
Feb. .99 1.12 .13 A5 6.36 6.40 -.04 Al
Mar. .99 1.15 .16 .55 6.39 6A3 -.04 .51
Apr. .98 1.15 .17 .58 6.40 6.34 -.04 .54
May .97 1.14 .17 .58 6.35 6.41 -.06 .52
June .97 1.13 .16 .55 6.33 6.41 -.08 A7
July .97 1.15 .18 .62 .635 6A3 -.08 .54
Aug. .98 1.17 .19 .65 6.41 6.45 -.04 .61
Sept............ _._ .97 1.18 .21 .72 6A3 6A7 -.04 .68
Oct. .96 1.18 .22 .76 6A4 6A7 -.03 .73
Nov. .96 1.18 .22 .76 6.42 6A6 -.04 .72
Dec. .92 1.15 .23 .79 6.35 6.44 -.09 .70
1953 Jan. .89 1.13 .24 .82 6.32 6.41 -.09 .73
Feb. .86 1.13 .27 .93 6.26 6.37 -.11 .82
Mar. .84 1.11 .27 .93 6.20 6.27 -.07 .86
Apr. .80 1.04 .24 .82 6.02 6.15 -.13 .69
May .79 .97 .18 .62 5.99 6.14 -.15 A7
June .78 .94 .16 .55 584 601 -.17 .38
July .78 .94 .16 .55 5.81 5.96 -.15 AO
Aug. .78 .95 .17 .58 586 5.99 -.13 .45
Sept............... .77 .96 .19 .65 5.84 5.94 -.10 .55
Oct. .77 .96 .19 .65 5.85 5.94 -.09 .56
Nov. .78 .95 .17 .58 5.89 5.96 -.07 .51
Dec. .78 .95 .17 .58 5.88 5.93 -.05 .53
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Table C-4.-IContinued)
Prices received Net Quoted whole-
from condenseries differences sole prices of Whole-
for milk per cose evaporated milk sale
Price of evap- . price Net
Year and South South- differ- orated South South- differ- differ-
month Central western ences milk Central western ences ences
Dollars per pound butterfat Dollars per case of evaporated milk
(]) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1954 Jan. .80 .93 .13 .45 5.82 5.90 -.08 .37
Feb. .76 .90 .14 .48 5.82 5.90 -.08 .40
Mar. .74 .88 .14 .48 5.79 5.88 -.09 .39
Apr. .71 .85 .14 .48 5.54 5.67 -.13 .35
May .69 .82 .13 .45 5.49 5.61 -.12 .33
June .69 .81 .12 .41 5.56 5.64 -.08 .33
July .71 .82 .11 .38 5.60 5.65 -05 .33
Aug. .73 .82 .09 .31 5.62 5.66 • -.04 .27
Sept. .74 .84 .10 .34 5.62 5.66 -.04 .30
Oct. .74 .85 .11 .38 5.62 566 -.04 .34
Nov. .74 .86 .12 .41 5.62 566 -04 .37
Dec. .74 .86 .12 .41 562 5.66 -.04 .37
1955 Jan. .75 .86 .11 .38 5.62 5.66 -04 .34
Feb. .75 .87 .12 .41 562 566 -.04 .37
Mar. .76 .86 .10 .34 5.61 5.66 -.05 .29
Apr. .76 .86 .10 .34 561 5.66 -.05 .29
May .74 .85 .11 .38 5.61 5.66 -.05 .33
June .72 .85 .13 .45 5.61 566 -05 .40
July .73 .86 .13 .45 5.62 5.66 -04 .41
Aug .73 .86 .13 .45 563 566 -03 .42
Sept. .73 .87 .14 .48 563 5.66 -.03 .45
Oct. .73 .87 .14 .48 5.63 566 -03 .45
Nov. .74 .86 .12 .41 5.70 5.74 -.04 .37
Dec. .76 .87 .11 .38 5.76 582 -06 .32
1956 Jan. .77 .88 .11 .38 5.76 5.83 -.07 .31
Feb. .78 .89 .11 .38 5.74 582 -.08 .30
Mar. .77 .88 .11 .38 5.73 5.82 -09 .29
Apr. .77 .87 .10 .34 5.73 5.82 -09 .25
May .77 .88 .11 .38 5.81 589 -.08 .30
June .76 .88 .12 .41 5.94 6.02 -.08 .33
July .76 .88 .12 .41 5.98 605 -.07 .34
Aug. .76 .88 .12 .41 5.98 6.05 -.07 .34
Sept. .76 .91 .15 .52 5.99 6.05 -.06 .46
Oct. .76 .92 .16 .55 5.99 6.05 -.06 .49
Nov. .77 .93 .16 .55 5.99 6.05 -.06 .49
Dec. .77 .94 .17 .58 5.99 605 -.06 .52
Tobie C-4.-(Concluded)
Prices received Net Quoted whole-
from condenseries differences sale prices of Whole-
for milk per case evaporated milk sale
Price of evap- . price Net
Year and South South- differ- orated South South- differ- differ-
month Central western ences milk Central western ences ences
Dollars per pound butterfat Dollars per case of evaporoted milk
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1957 Jan. .79 .94 .15 52 5.99 6.06 -.07 .45
Feb. .79 .95 .16 55 5.99 6.06 -.07 .48
Mar. .78 .93 .15 52 6.00 6.07 -.07 .45
Apr. .78 .92 .14 .48 6.12 6.17 -05 .43
May .77 .92 .15 52 6.12 6.20 -08 .44
June .77 .90 .13 .45 6.13 6.20 -07 .38
July .76 .90 .14 .48 6.13 6.20 -.07 .41
Aug. .76 .89 .13 .45 6:13 6.20 -.07 .38
Sept. .76 .91 .15 52 6.10 6.20 -.10 .42
Oct. .75 .90 .15 52 6.10 6.20 -.10 .42
Nov. .76 .90 .14 .48 6.14 6.23 -.09 .32
Dec. .77 .89 .12 .41 6.19 6.30 -.11 .32
1958 Jan. .77 .90 .13 .45 6.19 6.31 -.12 .33
Feb. .77 .90 .13 .45 6.19 6.31 -.12 .33
Mar. .76 .90 .14 .48 6.19 6.31 -.12 .36
Apr. .75 .87 .12 .41 6.18 6.31 -.13 .28
May .74 .86 .12 .41 6.16 6.30 -.14 .27
June .75 .85 .10 .34 6.15 6.30 -.15 .19
July .76 .86 .10 .34 6.16 630 -.14 20
Aug. .76 .86 .10 .34 6.19 6.32 -.13 .21
Sept ............... .76 .86 .10 .34 6.20 6.33 -.13 .21
Oct. .75 .88 .13 .45 6.18 6.32 -.14 .31
Nov. .............. .77 .89 .12 .41 6.18 6.32 -.14 .27
Dec. .............. .77 .89 .12 .41 6.19 6.32 -13 .28
Sources: Columns 1, 2, 5. 6-U. S. Agricultural Marketing Service, Evaporated, Condensed and
Dry Milk Report.
Column 3--Column 2 minus Column 1.
Column 4-Column 3 multiplied by 3.4365. Based on a fat content of 7.9 percent in
a 43.5 pound case of evaporated milk.
Column 7-Column 5 minus Column 6.
Column 8-Column 4 plus Column 7.
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